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Art. 16. That sanguinary Laws ought to be avoided as far
as it is consistent with the safety of the State; and no Law
to inflict eruel and unusual pains and penalties ought to be
made in any case, or at any time, hereafter.

Foote vs. State, 59 Md., 264. Mitchell vs, State, 82 Md., 527,

Art. 17. That retrospective Laws, punishing acts commit-
ted before the existence of such Laws, and by them only de-
clared criminal are oppressive, unjust and incompatible with
liberty ; wherefore, no ez post facto Law ought to be made;
nor any retrospective oath or restriction be imposed or
required.
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Art. 18. That no Law to attaint particular persons of trea-
son or felony, ought to be made in any case, or at any time
hereafter. ’ ’

Art. 19, That every man, for any injury done to him in
his person or property ought to have remedy by the course
of the La}w of the Land, and ought to have justice and right,
fr_eely without sale, fully without any denial, and speedily
Wlt‘}llvo!lth tdela};,v aciording to Law of the Langd.
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Art. 20. That the trial of facts, where they arise, is one of

11;’%:) I;glze.atest securities of the lives, liberties and estate of the



